
United States Patent and Trademark Office 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
United States Patent and Trademark Office 
Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS 
P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, Virginia 22313-1450 
www.uspto.gov 



APPLICATION NO. 



FILING DATE 



FIRST NAMED INVENTOR 



ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. 



CONFIRMATION NO. 



09/971,984 



10/04/2001 



Eric Lais 



05/18/2005 



7590 

Thomas C. Webster 

BLAKELY, SOKOLOFF, TAYLOR & ZAFMAN LLP 

Seventh Floor 

12400 Wilshire Boulevard 

Los Angeles, CA 90025-1026 



04259.P075 



6536 



EXAMINER 



WANG, TED M 



ART UNIT 



PAPER NUMBER 



2634 

DATE MAILED: 05/18/2005 



Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding. 



PTO 90C (Rev 10/03) 



Offico Action Summary 


Application No. 

09/971,984 


Applicant(s) 
LAIS ET AL 


Examiner 

Ted M. Wang 


Art Unit 

2634 





~ The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address 



Period for Reply 
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closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 
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5) Q Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) KI Claim(s) 1-8. 10.11. 14. 16-19 and 21-31 is/are rejected. 

7) I3 Claim(s) 9.12.13. 15 and 20 is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) ^ The drawing(s) filed on 04 October 2001 is/are: a)M accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

11) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 
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application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
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Art Unit: 2634 

DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the 
manner and process of making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact 
terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which 
it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the 
best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

2. Claims 1-7, 11, and 24-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject 
matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably 
convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application 
was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. 

□ With regard claim 1 , the limitation of "mapping said N multimedia streams across 
M decoders based on said coding rates, wherein M < N" as recited has not been 
taught in the specification. The specification merely teaches "One embodiment of 
the arbitration logic 2200 employs a static load balancing policy in which input 
streams are mapped to decoders 700 based on the rates of each of the input 
streams. More specifically, when the system is initialized, the arbitration logic 
2200 maps streams to decoders such that each decoder handles the same (or 
approximately the same) combined data rate" as recited in page 67 lines 1-5. 

□ With regard claim 1 1 , the limitation of "plurality of multimedia streams are greater 
in number than said plurality of decoders" as recited has not been taught in the 
specification. The specification merely teaches "One embodiment of the 
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arbitration logic 2200 employs a static load balancing policy in which input 
streams are mapped to decoders 700 based on the rates of each of the input 
streams. More specifically, when the system is initialized, the arbitration logic 
2200 maps streams to decoders such that each decoder handles the same (or 
approximately the same) combined data rate" as recited in page 67 lines 1-5. 
□ With regard claim 24, the limitation of "means for mapping said plurality of 
multimedia streams among a lesser plurality of decoders based on said coding 
rates of each of said multimedia streams" as recited has not been taught in the 
specification. The specification merely teaches "One embodiment of the 
arbitration logic 2200 employs a static load balancing policy in which input 
streams are mapped to decoders 700 based on the rates of each of the input 
streams. More specifically, when the system is initialized, the arbitration logic 
2200 maps streams to decoders such that each decoder handles the same (or 
approximately the same) combined data rate" as recited in page 67 lines 1-5. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

4. Claims 8, 14, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Nakamura et al. (US 5,745,645). 

q With regard claim 8, Nakamura et al. discloses a receiver apparatus comprising: 
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a plurality of decoders (Fig. 3 elements 3800, 3100, and 3200) for decoding a 
plurality of multimedia streams (Fig. 3 elements 2600, 2700, and 2800 and 
column 10 lines 24-38); and 

arbitration logic (Fig.3 elements 2300, 2400, 2500, and 2900) to map each of 
said multimedia streams to each of said plurality of decoders based on 
processing load on each decoder and code rates of each of said multimedia 
streams (column 10 line 62 - column 12 line 19). 

□ With regard claim 14, Nakamura et al. discloses an apparatus comprising: 
buffers for storing multimedia data from said multimedia streams (column 10 
lines 24-38) prior to decoding (Fig.3 elements 2600, 2700, and 2800); and 
arbitration logic (Fig.3 elements 2300, 2400, 2500, and 2900) to cause a 
particular multimedia stream (Fig.3 element 2600 or 2700 or 2800) to be serviced 
by a decoder (Fig.3 elements 3800, 3100, and 3200) based on the amount of 
multimedia data stored in one of said buffers for said particular multimedia 
stream (column 10 line 62 - column 12 line 19). 

q With regard claim 16, Nakamura et al. further discloses one or more additional 
decoders (Fig.3 elements 3800, 3100, and 3200) to process multimedia streams 
responsive to said arbitration logic (column 10 line 62 - column 12 line 19). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
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subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

6. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nakamura et al. (US 5,745,645) in view of the admitted prior art of the instant 
application. 

□ With regard claim 10, Nakamura et al. discloses all of the subject matter as 
described in the above paragraph except for specifically teaching said decoders 
are Viterbi decoders. 

However, the admitted prior art of the instant application teaches that said 
decoders are Viterbi decoders (page 3 lines 12-1 7). 
It is desirable that said decoders are Viterbi decoders in order to reduce the 
noise (page 3 lines 14-17). Therefore, It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to include the 
apparatus as taught by the admitted prior art of the instant application in which, 
said decoders are Viterbi decoders, into Nakamuras' decoder so as improve 
noise. 

7. Claims 17 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Nakamura et al. (US 5,745,645) in view of Arsenault et al. (US 5,886,995). 

□ With regard claim 17, Nakamura et al. discloses all of the subject matter as 
described in the above paragraph except for specifically teaching multimedia 
stream are received from one or more satellite transponders. 
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However, Arsenault et al. teaches that multimedia streams are received from one 
or more satellite transponders (column 1 line 43 - column 2 line 3 and column 3 
lines 5-67). Note that the RF signal received by the satellite transponder or cable 
is converted to a multimedia stream MPEG2 that has the same format as that of 
multimedia stream of the apparatus disclosed by Nakamura et al. 
It is desirable that multimedia streams are received from one or more satellite 
transponders in order to improve quality and add more service within a given 
bandwidth (column 1 lines 43-45). Therefore, It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to include the 
apparatus as taught by Arsenault et al. in which, multimedia streams are 
received from one or more satellite transponders, into Nakamuras' apparatus so 
as improve quality and add more service within a given bandwidth. 
□ With regard claim 18, Nakamura et al. discloses all of the subject matter as 
described in the above paragraph except for specifically teaching multimedia 
stream are received from one or more satellite transponders. 
However, Arsenault et al. teaches that multimedia streams are received from one 
or more satellite transponders (column 1 line 43 - column 2 line 3 and column 3 
lines 5-67). Note that the RF signal received by the satellite transponder or cable 
is converted to a multimedia stream MPEG2 that has the same format as that of 
multimedia stream of the apparatus disclosed by Nakamura et al. 
It is desirable that multimedia streams are received from one or more satellite 
transponders in order to improve quality and add more service within a given 
bandwidth (column 1 lines 43-45). Therefore, It would have been obvious to one 
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of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to include the 
apparatus as taught by Arsenault et al. in which, multimedia streams are 
received from one or more satellite transponders, into Nakamuras' apparatus so 
as improve quality and add more service within a given bandwidth. 
8. Claims 19 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Nakamura et al. (US 5,745,645) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of 
Langberg et al. (US 5,852,630). 

q With regard claim 19, Nakamura et al. discloses all of the subject matter as 
described in claim 1 except for the method written by a software program 
embodied in a computer-readable medium. 

However, Langberg et al. teaches that the method and apparatus for a 
transceiver warm start activation procedure with precoding can be implemented 
in software stored in a computer-readable medium. The computer-readable 
medium is an electronic, magnetic, optical, or other physical device or means 
that can be contain or store a computer program for use by or in connection with 
a computer-related system or method (column 3, lines 51-65). One skilled in the 
art would have clearly recognized that the method of "Nakamura et al." would 
have been implemented in a software. The implemented software would perform 
same function of the hardware for less expense, adaptability, and flexibility. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to have used the software in "Nakamura 
et al." as taught by Langberg et al. in order to reduce cost and improve the 
adaptability and flexibility of the communication system. 
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□ With regard claim 21 , Nakamura et al. further discloses one or more additional 
decoders (Fig. 3 elements 3800, 3100, and 3200) to process multimedia streams 
responsive to said arbitration logic (column 10 line 62 - column 12 line 19). 

9. Claims 22 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Nakamura et al. (US 5,745,645) and Langberg et al. (US 5,852,630) as applied to 
claims 19 above, and further in view of Arsenault et al. (US 5,886,995). 

□ With regard claim 22, Nakamura et al. and Langberg et al. disclose all of the 
subject matter as described in the above paragraph except for specifically 
teaching multimedia stream is received from one or more satellite transponders. 
However, Arsenault et al. teaches that multimedia streams are received from one 
or more satellite transponders (column 1 line 43 - column 2 line 3 and column 3 
lines 5-67). Note that the RF signal received by the satellite transponder or cable 
is converted to a multimedia stream MPEG2 that has the same format as that of 
multimedia stream of the apparatus disclosed by Nakamura et al. 

It is desirable that multimedia streams are received from one or more satellite 
transponders in order to improve quality and add more service within a given 
bandwidth (column 1 lines 43-45). Therefore, It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to include the 
apparatus as taught by Arsenault et al. in which, multimedia streams are 
received from one or more satellite transponders, into Nakamura and Langbergs' 
apparatus so as improve quality and add more service within a given bandwidth. 

□ With regard claim 23, Nakamura et al. and Langberg et al. disclose all of the 
subject matter as described in the above paragraph except for specifically 
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teaching multimedia streams are received from one or more satellite 
transponders. 

However, Arsenault et al. teaches that multimedia streams are received from one 
or more satellite transponders (column 1 line 43 - column 2 line 3 and column 3 
lines 5-67). Note that the RF signal received by the satellite transponder or cable 
is converted to a multimedia stream MPEG2 that has the same format as that of 
multimedia stream of the apparatus disclosed by Nakamura et al. 
It is desirable that multimedia streams are received from one or more satellite 
transponders in order to improve quality and add more service within a given 
bandwidth (column 1 lines 43-45). Therefore, It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to include the 
apparatus as taught by Arsenault et al. in which, multimedia streams are 
received from one or more satellite transponders, into Nakamura and Langbergs' 
apparatus so as improve quality and add more service within a given bandwidth. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

10. Claims 9, 12, 13, 15, and 20 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

1 1 . Reference(s) US 5,481 ,543 and US 5,835,498 are cited because they are put 
pertinent to the a receiver having decoder with buffer. However, none of references 
teach detailed connection as recited in claim. 
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12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ted M. Wang whose telephone number is 571-272- 
3053. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 7:30 AM to 5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Chin can be reached on 571-272-3056. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Ted M Wang 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2634 



Ted M. Wang 
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